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PEMAFKS 

This is in response to the Office Action of May '12. f 
2003 in which claims 1-22 were rejected. With this Amendment, 
cLaims 1, 10 and 14 are amended and all pending claims 1-22 are 
presented for reconsideration and favorable actum. 

in the -office Action, the Examiner rejected clams 1, 
k>, 3, 14, 21 and 22 under 35 LJ . S . C . § 10? based upon Ackerman et 
al. in view of Aoyaqi et al. Claim 7 was rejected as above and 
further in view of Green et. al. Claims 9-11 and 15-20 were 
rejected as above and further in view of Setoguchi. Finally, 
claim 13 was rejected under o'5 U . t> . C . § 103 based upon Ac<ernan 
et al, Aoyagi et al., Setoguchi and further in view of Green et 
al. It is believed that independent claims 1, 10 and 14 are 
p a ten cab ly distinct: f r om these re f e ret cos . 

Applicant notes that there are a number differences 
ioetween the pending .independent claims and the references 
identifier by tine Examiner. 

The independent claims are aire -ted to "standardised 
^optical modules." The Office Action refers to Ackerman et n 1 . 
however, Ackerman cioes riot show a s tanda rd i. ze :1 'Optical module. 

The independent claims also refer to preal i rjnmont of 
the first and second optical modules relative to a reference 
frame provided by a reference standard, dote that both optical 
modules are preal igned with respect to the same reference frame. 
This is not shown by the references. The- Aoyagi reference d< >es 
not show preal ignment of an optica! component in standardized 
optical modules to the same reference frame. Therefore, the 
re jest i on should be withdrawn. 

Further, neither the laser cr the optical waveguide of 
Ackerman et al. are mounted at predetermined locations on a fixed 
reference. The locations -of these elements in Ackerman is not 
determined until toe components are actually mounted or. the 
substrate. The components would need to be adjusted in order to 



obtain alignment therebetween. The Aoyagi et al. references does 
nothing to overcome this deficiency. In fact, even if one were to 
combine the two references, the resulting configuration wou Id 
simply be the use of some type of visual placemen:: indicator to 
assist in placing components onto a substrate. These references 
do net teach the use of prealigning standardized optical 
components within the same reference frame such that they can be 
mounted to a fixed reference at predetermined locations in a 
manner in which they optically interact with one another. In view 
of trie above, it is believed that the rejection of the 
independent claims may be withdrawn. 

Applicant: notes that the dependent claims introduce 
numerous configurations, which read in combination with the 
independent claims, which are not shown or suggested by the 
references. These features include the prealignment -of 'Optical 
modules with respect to reference features, trie use of reference 
features on a fixed reference at predetermined locations for use 
with prealigned optical modules, tne use cf standardized optical 
modules with a prealignment no:ur.t, the use of such prealignment 
mojnos which allow movement with six degrees : r freedom prior to 
fixing in the prealignment mount, or the use of standardized 
■optical modules with a fixeo reference coupling, for example. In 
view of the above amendments and remarks, it is believed that the 
present application is in condition for allowance. Consideration 
and favorable action are respectfully requested. 
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The Director is authorized to charge any fee deficiency 
required by this paper or credit any overpayment to Deposit 
Account No. 23-1123. 

Respect ful ly submitted, 
WESTMAN, CHAMPLIN & ?[ELLY, P. A. 



By: 



Jud|j5^ K. Champlin, Ifets^No . 3 4,797 
''Suite' 1600 - International^'Centre 
900 Second Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-331 9 
Phone: (612) 334-3222 Fax: (612) 334-3312 
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